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,mafor provisions of P.L. 94-142, the Bducation for All Handicapred
“Children Act. Section I summarizes the background of the study and
its nadfor objectives. In Section II, the case study methodology is
described. Section III addresses the nature and extent of the amajor

consequences which arose during 2

school years of observation. Also

identified are relevant changes in LEA orqanization, staff role
behaviors, and attitudes vhick have occurred. Pindings are reported
‘for the following areas: childfind, assessaent, placeament,
individualized education program, least restrictive environment, and
. pazent involvement/due process. Among coaclusions listed in a final
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procedures significantly influenced LEA procedures in isplementing
the provisions of the lav. Appended materials include a conceptual
model for assessing the imsplementation of P.L. 94-142, a summary of
-4nformation gathering, and a description of the special education

process. (SBH)
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PREFACE

'Im October 1977, the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped
contracted with Educstion TURNKEY Systems, Inc. to conduct a
ncrico 'of case studies of the consequences of the implementation
of P.L. 94-142, During the period November 1977 to April 1979,
{information .was zcthgtcd in-ninc.loccl education agencies located
in three ltltll.. The findings from this study are presented in
this Executive Summary.

The Summary is organized as follows. In siéfion I, ve
summarize !tho ‘background of the study and its major ;bjdctivco;
then, in Section 1I, the case study methodology is described. The
conceptual model, used for assessing the implementation process
and the information gathering ;ctiviticc, are des.ribed in more
detail in lppendicec A and B, respectively, In Section III, we
describe the nature and extent.of the major consequences which
arose during the two school years of obnchction. We also
idantify folqvcnt-chanzoo in local edu.ation agency organization,
staff role behaviors, and attitudes which have occurred. Appendix
C contains a detailed description of the overall special education

pfoccno. In Section IV, we comment on the major findinéc vhich we -

observed across all sites.

While the case study methodology, as applied in a limited
number of sites, has inherent limitations as t¢ generalizability,
we believé the atrangthd?f the evidence supporting these findings
is indicative of the “tational impact of P,L., 94-142 upon most

districts across the country.
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CASE STUDY OF THE IMPLEMENTATIOW
Df PoLo 94'1‘02

HIGHLIGHTS .OF FINDINGS

The purpose of the Case Study of the implementation of P.L,

©.94-142 was to identify, analyze and explain activities and

" consequences in nine LEAs in thrcd.ntatpo as thejFinplcnontod the

major provisions of the Law. -Tho:najor.findingo:ot the study are

highlighted below:

o In all litcl..najor activities were initiated in response

to the Federal mandate; indeed, never have so many local

and state agencies done so much with so few Federal
dollars to implement a.Federal education mandate,

* @ The extent to which the major provisions of the Law have
been implemented in the local education agencies (LEAs)
varied among rural, urban and suburban settings; this
varistion can be attributed to the degree to which
"mechanisms" were being developed or were "in-place" prior
to the passage of P.L., 94=142, In suburban districts,
wost mechanisms had only to be refineds In rural
districts, most had to be developed with inadequate
resources. In urban sites, most difficulties related to
the buresucratic structure of large districts,

e The specific procedures used to implement the major
provisions varied less within states than between states,
In two states, within-state uniformity can be attributed
to. state education agency (SEA) leadership in developing
state -regulations and standardized reporting &ad
monitoring procedures. In the third state, state
regulations and Federal monitoring of another civil rights
law influenced LEA procedures. '

o In all sites, paperwork and staff time devoted to special
education processing increased due, in part, to the Law
itself and to SEA and LEA interpretations, Reflected in
guidelines and procedures, these interpretations were, in
most cases, more prescriptive than the Federal Law. This,
in turn, contributed to the following consequences:

- In all sites, moderate to large numbers of students
had to wait for assessment and placement, because of
the large amount of staff time needed for

“"processing" students,

....'g!i
»



= In wost sites, particularly during school year
: 197879, regular education teachers became more
hesitant to refer students with suspected learning
i : problems, because of the "“processing" burden or
e . because of their perception that such children would
e ' not be placed before the end of the school -year.

= In all sites, teacher attitudes toward Individualized
Bducation Programs (IEPs) have generslly improved
during the 1978-79 school year. They were moderately
to strongly negative during the 1977=78 school year,
Teachers.. in suburban sites continue to question the
utility of the IEP compared to similar procedures
used  previously in their districts, In urban and
rural sites some staff perceive the IEP as "a paper
document", inadequate for instructional use. .

o During the first year of implementation (1977-78), wmost
changes were associsted with the IEP process; few with

Least Restrictive Environment (LRE), While IEP-related

effects continued, during the 1978=79 school year a larger
number of issues ware directly related to due process and
LRE provic@ono. '

e In general, regular teachers and other non-specisal
education staff f£elt the nesd for more orientation and
training aad "would like to be more involved" in the
special education process,

e During the 1978-79 school year, as districts implemented

' the Law at the secondary school level, a number of unique
problems and consequences arose, Virtually all IEPs
wvritten for transition students (e.g., those transferring
from middle schools to high schools) had to be revised
vhen the students moved; these revisions involved large
numbers of teachers and other staff., '

o In all sites, the special education process has become
more formal with a significant increase in record-keeping;
standard operating procedures now exist to varying degrees
in all sites, Communications between regular and special
education -teachers have increased due to the
implementation of LRE provisions; communication between
the districts and other human service agencies are more
frequent and formal, as the LEA is now viewed by other
agencies . as being financially responsible for services
provided to handicapped children.,

I. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
~ Pers 94=142, The Education for All Handicapped Children Act,

mandates that SEAs and, in turn, LEAs provide a free and

2
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appropriste  public education to all handicapped children,
zegardless of tyc nature or severity of the handicapping
gsondition(s). Each handicapped ¢child .-ult be assessed in a
qonrdiocrininatory fashion, must have an indfvidualized odqcition
program (IEP) developed by the LEA in comsultation with the
child's parents, aund wmust be placed in‘ th; least rcctricéivo
euvironment commensurate with the child's neads. |

Detailed regulations for implementing P.L., 94~142 were
promulgated shortly ‘bofgrc Law went into effect. However, the
level of Tederal funding ioailablq to meet the demends of these

:togulatgpap vas lov ~= less than $40 per handicapped child would

reach LEAs the first year. Funding is scheduled to increase over

a period. of years. This combination of heavy demands and
gradually increasing resources--a significantly different pattern
of Pederal aid to education -- could be expectsed to cause i!Ac to
¢ consider trade-offs and to force personnel to duvaiop a variety of
| coping strategies, . |
!hol;;ﬁEPOlo ;! the present Case Studies is to describe the
activities undogtakﬁd by LEAs to implement the Law and to describe
andb analyze the consequences, boih intended and unintended, of
i-plc-ontatign that occurred, particularly at the LEA ievel.
11, METHODOLOGY - ' "
A Model of Implementation .
Our data collection and ;nalyoio efforts were organized by a
” conceptual model of implementation developed for this study. The

model draws upon work done by researchers in systems snalysitc,

organisationsl behavior, bureaucratic systems, and iuplementation

3
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snalysis, particularly the "Strest Lsvel Buresucrat Model"

"a.vax:;:9/” d applied by Weatherly and Lipsky (1977),
e

el views the implementation of P.L. 94=142 at the LEA

¥

lovol ll 8 isoulo to denandl made by the rcdctal govornment ard

by the IIA. *hl'crucial oic-cutn are !cdqral law and regulations,

_state law and ragulatioul¢ and state funding fornulno. At the LEA

level, the important _cluncntn are wealth, the tradition of
providing special education, the role of cxﬁdrnal organizations,

and the technical compatence and qualifications of LEA persomnel.

- As demands are .groaior then rescurces, those qta!tl with

operational responsibility ({i.e., “otrc;t lhvcl.burcaherut-") have
to dcciic how b;;t to meet minimal requirements of the Law and to
develop coping strategies uﬁieh reduce risk aud uncertainty., The
various elements of the implementation modal are discussed more
fully in Appendix A,

State and Site Selection

Three states were seslected for the study., The varisble key

employed for sslection was the "stage of development" of states,

vis-a=vis the degree to which state law was similar to P,L.
94=1421 |
e one state had already implemented many of the provisions
of the Law during the late 1960s;

e ons state had implemented some of the assurances of the
lav during the early 1970s; and

e ons state had implemented few of the components of the Law
and had only passed a state law similar to P.L., 94-142
shortly before the study began,

Within each state, three LEAs were selected: one urban, one

b

el
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zural districts was thit éhoy have a feeder system of schools

(£.04, at least one elementary, ons middle or junior high, and one

high nehool).

~

?

pct-pupil expenditure as the measurs., LEAs wars selected only if

their p.g-pnpil expenditures were within one standard deviation of

§

.é ' ’ LIAI were also claooificd according to their wcalth. uling
!

i

3

; the state mean for the type of diotrict (i,e., urban, suburban, or
‘ R

-

.gural)s The £inal factor wvas the district's . willingucos to

i
A
By
&
§
Ty
" x
-
i

pcrticipatc inlthc study,
S ~ Dea collcctioﬂ

Daga' wvere collected primarily through unstructured iifotmal
interviews, attendance at lnciinzl. and review of documentation,
R At the 10&:1 lavel ovar 1,500 interviews were conducted with LEA
central office ;aud building administrators, rcguiar and special
education teachers, support staff, parents, and representatives

-E_f : fro- advocacy and lpcciil interest groups (ses Appendix B),
_Durii; the first ;haoc of dats collection (Fall 1977), core
; staff interviewed administrators and other central office
personnel in each of the nine sites and collected key
documentation, During the second phase (Spring 1978), fiald staff
| conducte.] more interviews and collected information at the
\ buiiding ‘level in schools that varied in *heir capacity and
\ pc?fo;ntncc /;n the ;nlivcry of services to handicapped students,

i The Lntctvicvo with special education staff focused on four

g.n.t;l areas of inquiry:

e s e

suburban, and one rural. An additional criterion for selection of

e
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e Dascribe the opccfal-cducation process as you know it and-

vhat io'yoqr specific role in that process!?

" @ Whet has been the nature and extent of change in this

process and in your role over the last year or so?

e What {s the nature and exrant of consequences, intanded
and uaintended, of issues that have srisen and/or affected
you as the various provisions of P.L. 94-142 have been
implemented in your area of rasponsibility? g

o Why do yod believa these particular consequences arosae? To
the extent that they created problems for you, how dié you
cops with them? .

< . ) .

During the third phase of data collection (Fall 1978 and

i :/"‘"—- i
ﬁintct 1979), z:ifaliialf again conducted interviews and gatherad

{nformation fr

, spe:ial cdug‘fion an@\QEPgF lté!t-gt all levels.

¢ - i
During this phase-géneral questions focused upon changes in the

special education process and the raspondents' .roles and

bohaviors. Approximataly half of the schouls involvad in this
third ﬁhﬁnc vere involvad in the pravious phases of field work,

Throughout the projact, interviews ware also conducted with

-5!!181:1. from the. SEA and from other stute agoncies, and with

tcpr.ncnta:ich of statewide advocacy and special {interest groups,
legislators and their staff, and other apprbpric:e and
knowledgeable people. |

Data Synthesis ag? Analysis

Interview néhen and documents 1 :re logged-in as they were

received, Staff coordinators reviewed the incoming information

- for two purposes: to ixh{:ft relevant information and to direct

further data collaction. ‘Later data were compared with earlier
data to determine what changes, if cnj, were occurring. Data were

analyzed’ to determine the con.equendét of the implementation of

+ PoLy’ 94=142 in each site, and to describe the special education

I

R
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process vis=~a-vis the provisions of the Law,

Data wers also compared across sites in aeisch state to-
'determine what aspects of implementation were commcn to each

- state. A setond cdiﬁarioon was done by LEA satting (i.e., urbanm,

suburban, and rural), A fuller description of the organization
of dsta ii\begtain.d in Appoﬁdix A,
111, PINDINGS

. P

(73

Below we dooéglbc ‘the effects and cononquancoo.- thch
occuzrcd. during the two school yesars of oboc:vgtion. as they are
illocintod uith the major prowioioni §f the Law, Dif!ircngal_aﬁd
patterns among sattings are noted using SEA influances as an

.xpianatoty variable,

. . Childfind

Pindings: General add By Setting
In all sites, childfind has been 2 high priority as the
districts attempt to locats i.ud serve all unserved childrea.

Staff time twas reallocsted to childfind activities in the LEAs

whick had some existing nrocadures in plaé;; vhare no meck-nisms

praviously existed, ndéw staff weru hirad and'organizad to coniuct

 wvigorous child searches, Where mechanisms ptcviouoly existed !

(evges OB & projeact basis under P,L. 93-380), thesa machanisms
becams more formal or institutionalizeds, For the most part, the
affort was successful as wore handicapped children were identified
and prograss chc- expanded to serve the naw "finds", Initial
roforrall'c;-c from oourcci'who ware avare of P,L, 94~142--guch as
family doctors, oﬁhef agencies, or aupporé personnel within the

school district (see Appendix C for further explanation of the

7
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upocial education process).

The increase ;; ncvly-idcntificd handicappod students

zasulted in soms intgrrélated problcll. Backlogl in assessment
procoininzi of the novlywidcntificd children gradually led to
'!rulttntion on the part of rcgulaf education teachers, who began
" to refer faver in-lphdol ch?idrcn as they felt they woul& not be
processad, 'Typically; tht .uiban regular aeducation teachers
-.Spttllld thcir rcluctancc to refer children oaying. "It took me
thrae lonthl unrking with the c¢hild to find out some of thc
p:nbtall. By the time he gets through the placcncat process, the -
 _school year 'vill be over and they'll have to start again, 1I'll
ttll the child's teacher at the beginning of the next yclr.".
© Rural sites were least able to deal with the new childfind
sqorlond. The d#fticultico and strain on the districts was ‘such
that one director éf special education thrnatchd to terminate all
- ‘ehildfind activities brcause the staff could not handle the
§ | chiléren they had located. |
R In suburban sites, ttacﬁgrc were alio hesitant to refcf;“but
for different reasons, Thase school districts are smaller and
ave a history of closer parent-school and parent-teacher
_-i A { .iationohipo: In some cases the regular education teachers were
eluctant to refer a child because they felt they would bear the
runt of parent hostility over initial identification of a child
:§;;-."f7 for special education services; they would rather avoid that

holtiiity by either not referring or asking the principal to

initiate the process.




SEA Influence

All nine of the LEAs were assisted and supported in their.
"t’childfind efforts by their SEAs, Two of ‘the SEAs coordinated all

% advertisements and announcements vith the LEAs while the LEAs made

the personal contacts with agencies ' and civig organizations. In
.ﬂﬂg;o of the states, new students generally (ntered special
education through the in-school referral process. In the other
state, hpwcvot. the source of muny of the new childfinds were

other agencies and private providers,
; : ., The focus of SEAs' efforts ;cri on the programs or
’ :poﬁulationo. served or unserved, vhich had the greatest p;;ential
for identifying new childfinds, In one state, where othar
i,} ‘ | agencies and private providers had traditionally served a large
portion of the severely handicapped student population.'the SEA
focused their fearch in such "agenciao and on high school age
ehiidtan. wvho  may have dropped out of school. In another state,
the focuc was on preschool identification where the SEA already
ﬁad an existing ctatewi&e program, It appears that SEAs' (and
hence LEA.') ‘childfind activities are directed at populations
.(evge, age groups) br programs (e.g., private providers) which
of{‘t the best opportunity for new "finds" that can reasonably be

served by the LEAs, |
' Aocgosment
Findings: General and By Setting

In all of the partiéipatingﬂ sites, a larger number of
;T' : different tests are being used, and assessment procedures have

become more formalized, comprehensive, and structured, requiring

increased time and effort for student érocessing, This in turn
¢

14




ha;. to some extent in all sites, resulted in students having to
wvait for;fbrmal assessment, To expedite the assessment process, a
numbar of staff role changes were observed, particularly among
staff or contrast psychologists, who now spend the major portion
of their time .adntni;tering tests and reporting results rather
thlnﬂ counselifig, In all sites, more types of staff are involvcd
.in team-based ioocqcncnt dackoion-naking. reflecting .neﬁ or
A£ffetant roles for principals, teachers, and .other support staff,
The dalays in assessment were generally longer in urban sites
than in rural &nd suburban settings due mdotly to the larger
nunbgrv of group assessment meetings, , For example, in one urban
site, a child could conceivably be assessed by central, regional,
and school-building lavel asoelomcnt'tetmo. consisting of ﬁp to 15
members, The inherent bureaucratic structure of larger lyltem;
also increased "processing time'",
. In rural sites, the nature of problems affecting. the .
assessment proceli lwere rather different from thosa'.in other
settings. For example, in. two of the three rural sites, the
logistics and administration of tests, along with the lack of
trained staff Qere major problems, In two of tha three suburban
sites, central office staff, particularly psychologists,
questioned the appropriateness and validity of specific tests, In
each of the urban sites, to varying degrees, psychologists felt
their professional role had been diminished to that of a
technician, Rather than being the "leader" of assessment teams,

they now perceive their role as only one of several participants

in the team decision-making process,

10
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SEA Influence

The variation in @ssessement procedures is greater among

states than among LEAs within states. This can be attributed to
the lcadarohip.role of the SEA, SEA grvidelines and procedures, and
SEA operaticnal dgfinitions. | In one‘otate, these factors were
accentuated by an Office of Civil Rights finding of "inappropriate
.tcoting" durins the early 1970s and the subsequent Federal
2 nonitoring of ; statewide decree. In two of the three statas, the
F’S!A -nither operates an assessment service for, opt-of-school
tctc;;alo or has contracted with . local universities which assign
assessment teams to provide services to districts. In the latter
case, the teanms exigtgd befor? the Law and were.assignedsanhual
qudﬁac, The school wdiotricto in this state had little control
over the assessment process when faced with the increased demands
under the Laws In the third state, a screening and placement
mechanism was in=place and was being used by most LEAs prior to
the passage of P,L, 945142. Definitional and procedural
modifications have subsequently occurred in response to the new
Lav. and are now being implemented and followed throughout the
state, resolving some "problems". For example, in this state the
awount of time b;tween identification and placement has been
extended to over 25 weeks befofe a child is officially
"waitlisted" for SEA reporting purposes.
Placement
Findings: General and By Setting

As P.L., 94-142 was implemented, delays in placcment were

experienced in all sites, Often these delays were related to the

11
16




availability of services in the districts., It was not uncommon

before the Law for students with low incidence handicapping
conditions to wait long periods bafore ﬁhcy could be placed and

receive adequate service., The added structure, complexity, and

safeguards in processing have elowed down the process, even

eliminating some temporary plcécacnto that had been used in the
past. As more LEA (and somstimes SEA) staff became involved in

placement decisions, the committee process, often involving

~additional organizational levels, consumed even more time, Durin§

~ the 1978-79 school year, placement delays decreased somewhat dus

to the increased placement options available within LEAs and to
nev wmechanisus developed by the districts to cope with the

problems (e.g., placement in homebound programs or in resource or

‘self=contained rooms that serve a widqr variety of handicapping

conditions),

The largest delays were experienced in the urban districts;

however, the rural districts had more problems with placements,

~In one .urbcn oite.'building, regional, and central-office level

decision proéesoes added to the existing bureaucratic impediments.
The number and frequenecy of‘ meetings became burdensome on staff.,
In the suburban and rural sites, their smallness facilitated a
continuation, on some levels, of the informal process that existed
before the Law, Because of the limited services available to
them, staff in rural sites often placed students in relatively
restrictive environments and in classrooms with teachers not
certified for their specific handicapping conditions, 1In one

rural site, the self-contained special education class at the

12
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elementary level containad students who were mentally ratarded,

lesrning dtoahidd. visually or hearing impaired, and emotionally

" disturbed, The teachers in this site ware, at bast, certified in

only one special education area, and, at worst, did not have a

degree in education,
8EA Influence
Out=of=school piacements have decreased in most sites as
0 :

school districts felt the need to be accouatable for studenta’

aducational programs and as SIAn-dilcouragcd high cost services by

. noapubliec providers., 1In one state, to - encourage 1ﬁ-lchool

placements, funding was modified to provide more money for LEAs

| and less for p:iigtc providers, In another state, the rural site

hed a tradition of in=-school placemants but is now reluctantly

{

haiing to consider p:ivaté” provider placement for occondary

emotionally disturbed and educable mentally retarded students,

because these axceptionalities had not previously fden served by

the LEA, At the prompting of P,L, 94=142, the school board in the

suburban site of the same state approved new programs this year for

" emotionslly disturbed and the %lind who were formerly served

oﬁf;gyc the LEA, The third state has discouraged out-of-state

4

placdﬁﬁito; to cnéouragc more LEA cooperative efforts, it has

- provided: additional funding, As ‘we describe later, most due

process hearings and district appeals ara related to

placement/nonpublic provider issues, | In short, the

- placement-related consequances which surfaced at the local lavel .

are directly related to SEA policies and procedures.

13



Individualized Education Program (IEP)

Pindings: General and By Setting

Over gho last two school years in aach litc. most
.gonsequances h;vh been associated with IEP .activities. In_all
sites, mechanisms to implement ﬁtho -IJF® process are in place.
Standardized forms and formats are now being wused, mostly in
reponse to kih_ requirements, I1EPs are developed, for the most
'bggg{ around those learning activities which can be noo; easily
provided locally, During the 1978=-79 school year. the aﬁount of
;taff vime daevoted to wiittng 1EPs vas lil:~ than .during the
pravious ysar, because procedures wers ltrctﬁlinc&  ahd staff
becams wmore familiar with ﬁhd'bfoéiii."ufci;;ui'1&?&: ;nount of
staff time vas still necessary, oopoéialiy vhen IEPs were written
in the spring for use in the fall or when students transfered E;om
ons lavel to another (esg., slemantary to juniﬁi hi&%flehool). .In
such cases the teacher who wrote the IEP was seldom the one who
1nplanon£ud it; this caused mucﬁ.IEP revision,

In all sites, wmore Qtaff "types" are now involved in
developing the instructional programs for handicappéd children;
this is due lirgely to the reqﬁiromantc of the IEP process, At
the secondary level, the number of participants was generally
| greater tha'. at the .1;nontary lavel, as more ;gqchcrn inotruét
aach child during the day., To varying degrees i;Thfi sites, the
IEP meetings have - been used to develop long-tafm'goalc only;
short-term objectives are, for the most part, written by the
special education teacher after the child is placed in his/her

program, In most instaﬁeec; pqreﬁt§1'1nvolvament in IEP meetings

is limited to attendance and apprqvalj with limited interaction

R
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congerning the developmen:: of specific instructional programs.

During the last two years, wmost in-service training and

orisatation which was condusted by the eentral office staff

!bculdd- upon the IEP process, To varying degrees, the central

i
%.
o
o
3
§

9!!130' staff use the IEP to monitor classroom ;hltruetion and

I T
Gk S )

actiQiticl provided to students, Special education teachers do

'ﬁlc izps in pliﬁning instruction; however, the 1EP is usually
supplemented by the LEA's eurrieg}un guisc or the teachers' lcsoon'
plan which thay prcvioqg}y used.

During . the 1977-7; leﬁoal-ycar, there appeared to be more
3%€' | differencas in processes and'ebnocqucnecl among the three types of
‘Lg ~ : settings than were observed during the subsequant school year,
Fﬁa R 113 .Ill;ll) during +1977-78 in all suburban diotriQﬁl. special
. education teachers felt that elements of the IEP process (s.g., |

fOtl;tl. forms) were inappropriate, hirrclowaht. and of littlc‘

: util#:y.-:cspoeiqlly in 1light of ghcrzindividualizcd p:pg:ln;.of
%3; . {astruction and iotil‘uhich had been in place prior to the passage
ﬁ“‘ , _ of P.L. 94-142, H;rc. bolitivq'attitudcl vere observed during
1978=79,. Also, during the £first year of 1nplcn§ntatiod, nany
3’?. spasial education teachers in th§ rural sites questioned the
. | ia.ttuctional validity and utility of the IEP as they considerad
thcllc;vil inadequately trained t> develop individualized
”inltructional..progrcnl. Yet 1IEPs ware developed, on paper, to

}F L meet the October 1977 deadliue. This perception was observed to a
; . . lesser extent in 1978-79, In urban sites, teachers fel: that they

should have béen compansated for the additional time spent

develaoping IEPS for the deadline, To some extent, this fcalihg

15
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cvcnipally subsided,
SEA Influence |,
?ho saaner by which the IEP process is implemented in cach(of |
the . three otagao is influenced directly by SEA=-prescribed
.prqecdurco and formats which nov exist in all three states, In

two otqtdo. the SEA-prescribed IEP is a primary foecus of on-site

,-onitorihg. at the building lavel, by teams of SEA officials. In

the third state, the SEA has recommended an IEP format vhich is
not ﬂlcd uniformly throughout ;hd .otatc. The fact that IEP
mechanisms .déc in place in all sites can be attributad larg‘ly :0
SEA - priorities, procedures .ana"_fornato; and monitoring and
enforcement activities.

Least Restrictive Environment (LRE)

FPindings: General and'ﬁy.s.tting

Across ‘all sites, new service options vere created to
}nplcﬁcnh LRE rcquirc;cntlf Nev .staff were hired to expand
Q:fjting ‘servicas 'iqd/or “to 6££arlncw programs which were not
previously available, Phycieal? facilities, such as resource
rooms, self-contained classrooms, and "“temporary" classroom )
buildings were buili. purchased, or otherwise made available., In
most sites, there was also a decline in out-of-school placements
as LEAs expanded services or provided new programs within.sehoola,
particularly for the severely and profoundly handicapped.

As expected, the nature and extent of LRE placements varied

\‘agfording to the severity of the handicapping eonditiont At the

secondary level, maay of the problems associated with placing

. handicapped children in rcguiar classrooms were more pronounced

16
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bscause . of the greater mental age or pericrmence differen;ial'
batwean regular and special education students, the
dcpltt-nntllilltion of secondary schools, and a history of
providing fewer special education services than elementary schools
provide, At the Qccondary.lcvcl. contact between handicapped‘and
hoq-handicapﬁo& children 3cnnrally~o;cu¥rcd during non-academic
dnstructional activities, such as music, 1lihrary and lunch
periods, and during the ;hanging of ela;&aokéaar tgb elementary

level, LRE placements also included recess and phyoical.cdueation

classes; mildly handicappod otudonto verp incrcaotlgry'placcd in

_’:; | ' resource rooms. Grading, report cards, and mtmimal competency
o testing were cdditional problems at the secondary level. In many

' cases, thc ditficultico observed with LRE at the alementary level
laooennd in the 1978=79 school year, while they remaincd the same
.or incrcaoed at the secondary level,

At the building level, LRE was incorrectly perceived to

nalns~”nainotfoaning" Pplacinrg handicapped chilren in regular

¢lassrooms. Teacher dggictico over "mainstreaming" were observed

¢
$

during the 1977-78 lchogi year, Teachers were concerned about the
inadqquacy of their training{ unavailability of proper facilities
,%§‘ g and specialized staff (e.g., nuroec); and reduced time they could
’ spand with nonjpgpdicqppgd_childrenlig\thec}aasroog,;rAa LRE was
'implemnated during the 1978-79 school year, teacher anxieties
genarally 1lessened; indeed, in a number of sites, teacher

resistance which was anticipated by central office staff did not

ks

P
P

R

.‘i -

materialize, because large numbers of severely handicapped

students were not placed into regular classrooms,
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In rural sites, a wide range of handicapping conditions and
age lovnli were observed in resourcea and self-contained
slassrooms==a situation caused by the limited range of available
.sarvica options ind by the lack of trained staff or high teacher
turnovct.(up to.snz). Even thougﬁ. prior to the Law, thalrangn of

servicas was 1limitod becauss of the relatively high par-pupil

| §§%§§%h of grnatﬂng service options for very small numbers of
_children, rural settings made the greatest strides in implementing
LRE., TFor example, in one site, prior to P.L. 94-142, virtually
all handicapgéd students were served in spacial education
faeilitﬁco aepirated from non-handicapped students, In 1978-79,
two resource and one self-contained classrooms existed in'each
jupior high and high schools in ;5;9-80. The fact the rural sites
changed more than urban and suburban sites can be attributed to
the limited services which existed before the Law and their reccng

attempts to meet the requirements of the Law, .

In suburban oit::; more so than in rural and urban oiﬁes;
both.-regulit and special education teachers were coﬁcerned that
7}5. "iiinotf.iming" would - adversely affect the iqdividual student,
- becausa_ less individualized attention would be provided. Plaeing

physically handicapped children i: regular classrooms was more
‘essily facilitated in suburban sites because more buildings and
: clac?gooua were newer and barrier-free,
'In urban sites, a wider rangeu of service options and staff
specialists were available, The increased emphasis upon LRE

?'  during 1978-79 placed a great burden upon those specific areas

18 :?:!
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vhich sarved children who ﬁad praviously baen sarved in mors
. zestrietive enviromments, cspccially by noﬁ;public_ providars.
W¥hile urban regular education teachars shared many of the conccrni
. of their eountarparts in rural and suburban cettings, their
~attitudinal problems were more acuts, In ons urban site, spacial
oducation teachers receivaed a ten percent salary bbnul. had aides*
svailable to them, and had smaller class sizes than regular
teachars. This situation econtributed to ragular teachars'
jocloulicl; In the other two sites, regular teachers wars unhappy
lbcut.iustcaaci_in class size and related dc;rcaucc.in the spacial
oducctiﬁn teachars' class size when handicappad students ware
placad into their clasa‘a for portions of the day.

-S!A Influence

Durin;' the 1977-78 school year, LRE was naither a stated nor

a visible priority in’ any of the SEAs, In two of the three @Vﬁ

states, SEAs had a history of avoiding labels for ehildr.ﬁ and
ali;cgtin; funds according ‘to sarvices provided rather than
'fdi;g;oricl of aexceptionality". In thase states, LRE was
potééivod. to soma -..xtant. to force ."labclling" and
cutllorisation"."al ng' placement cptions were prascribad by
handicapping categorias rathar tﬁan services provided, During the
1978-79 iehcol year, however, LRE surfaced as a higher priority in
agl thres statas as SEAs chanzcd_opnrgtioual definitions (e.g.,
di‘tinetion' betwaen LRE and "aainaégcaming") and made other
.rafingments (a.g., eh; smount of time a.child must spend in an LRE
placamant) to facilitate the process at the local lavel, The
degres to which LEAs hava implementad LRE requirements and the
S 19
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ultutc and cxtcnt of thbllIl associated with inpleneutation dtg
best cxplaincd by the tfidt ion of the state in encouraging-LRE

prior to the passage of P.i>

=142, more so than any stated or
‘written new polici.o. . "\
Par Involv

. Findings: Genaral -and By 8.ttini\

Ai a rasult of P.L. 94-142, activi inp have been initiated or
| -odificd ‘in all sites to involve pa ntl\norc in the 0poeial

adueltion procass, Most diotrict aetivi fas \to involve parcuto :

' !ocul upon obtaining written pcr:iooion e.g.. \for teoting and
assassment, for approval of IEP.. and for plaecncnt) qnd infotming
patanta (e.g., ao‘cosment tcoulto. righto to paticipato. results

\\ of IIP tcvicvc).- Parental involvclcnt in the IEP procass io the
-glt visible special education activity involving parent and staff
tiklo In all sites, parents are requested to apbrovc. in writing,
”dfaft“ or '"tentative" IEPs which iheludp long=term goals;

| chorf-tar- instructional objictivco. uoually‘_writtaé after
‘plagcenent, may or may not be reviﬁwed by parents.
While the number of parents involvcdl in providing written
approval and receiving wfittcn LEA communications has increased, a
dramatic increase in shared parent/;taff decision~making regarding

spacial education has not been observed--a ;Brception offered by

nanj LEA staff, Without question, however, the opporiunities for

parents, who wish to be more involveéd in special education, have

inercaoed significently due largely to P.L, 94—142. In thoae

"l h ) \-")‘

sites (noctly suburban) where high parental involvement exisg:d Y

prior to the implementation of P,L., 94-142, 1t has continue&. )“i”
- A z "’
' N
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Parental involionont-appcaro to be more likely when the parent's
 '0001o~qsooo-1c status is higher, when - thay live c¢lose to school,
and vh.n the tradition of. pprcnt/oehool rq;gtiono in the district
| has bccn positives In certain instances, a few pa:antl appeared
to be resentful or intimidated by LEA atccﬁfﬁs-to solicit their
-orn_aefiwc involvement in the ipceial'cduention procass.

The majority qf due procass hearings and appcal; ars related
to out=of-school -placements which 'rgia. Vboth SEA policy and
"dollar" 4issues. In sites whcr§.£6riiiﬁduc process hearings were
"conducted, the impact of the hearings upon the LEA staff involved
and, to ‘& lesser -ofﬁont. ‘upon the parents was -traumatic,
regardless ofl the outcome, The thraat of hearings generated an
enoIWMous n-ount of paperwork and doeunontation of thn special
oducation process, as staff dcvclopca eoping otratcgico to protcet
themselves fron legal r;prioal. Indccd. ons poyehologilt. who in

thc prior year resented the amount of papcrwork "involved iu the

IEP process, falt "t was tha only cbing that saved hcr“ uhcn the

. hearing was eonvcnad. Thc occurrence of a ‘hcaring at one site
¢otnhl£z.d a special cdueatioﬁ“qprocclo with some unintended
cl!aetl. For axample, prineipalo whé ehai? IEP meetings have
boihn prcfaeing the meeting (with staff and par.ptl) with the

otattlcnt thct "This IEP noeting constitutes a 'legal process." In:

other instances where formal contaetl betwaen building staff and
parents existad, communications are now even more formal. Indeed,
_parents involved in one hearing wcfc told by their lawyers not to

" “ealk to anyone within the district", Hearinss.also consumed much

staff time, and some out-of-pocket costs for the LEA and the '

)
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parents. In almost all disputno. mediation ris attempted in

_ rnnolving issues and arriving at oattlemanto.
7 In.all thrnc ubrln sites, the rate of parental pnrticipation |
.:hao ineraased batwsan 20 and 80 parcant at the building lcval-ovcg | ’ ﬂ;
the last four years, ﬁoot.obo.rvcro falt ‘that the incraase in\

pnrontll involv-ant could ba attributed to a eonbination ot

.chool district doecntraliaation in the early 1970s and P.L,
| 94-142. In urban sites, paront involvement in the IEP process is
: 3anarally limited to nttcnding meetings and providingxsz&tten - '"'.- ' 54f
approvals, - Only 2yhgn op.eial adueation E;achara take. the S : ::j;
- 4oitiative, do . parents reviev and approve instructional rf@
oﬁjdctivao. : Han; baiento who att.ﬁd central offiéﬁ or.building' '
mestings feifaintimidat.d by the presence of large numbers of LEA ' f
staff or 'f.al the pgpéosn is t;9 eqnpldx. Some parents have | :
'difficuity' communicatiné openly Q;thﬂLEA staff, The IEP meeting
‘has become essentially a f?rmal 'machanicm for.complying with th;
' "Law rather than for ':I.nfomiq-f and inyolving parents.
Th;. extent and quality of paréntal involvement in suburban
sites were significantly higher than in either urban or rural
NG -sites, = Parents are involved actively in the IEP process and in
decision-making requiring informed consent (testing, placement, o .
etc.). However, in two of the three suburban sites, district
procedures and.praéticeu to involve parents were in place prior to
P.L. 94-142; and, for the mosf'part. more documentation is.now
required, In the third suburban ;ite. informal mechanisms have
become more formal,

ﬁ»_- .,. In two of the .three suburban sites, due process heqtinga

22
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initiated by parents have been conducted. In. all instances, the
district staff involved in the hcarin;o} vere extremealy anxious

sbout tha hearing outcoms and its implications (cQg...that the IEP

.would bacome a legal document and that teachers would be held

L
ieeountabic). For the most part, such anxieties vere allayed. In
one. aitc, ao a result of a formel hearing, many district ctaff had

their “gonfidcnec as  professionals shaken", because their

. profiolional'jﬁdgnento were being questioned,

In all thres suburban sites, most disputes have been sattled
through mediation with tha district often "bending over baekwgrdi“
tol satisfy parents' concerns or té “gat parent oi.gml:urai..'i Most
LEA officials felt that P,L, 94=142 provided 'guidance" for

involving parents, Some reluctant parents felt that notification

'proeodurco and letters were lengthy and complex, sometimes

exaggerating the extent of the child's condition, or that too muéh
involvement would have adverse stigmatization effects on the£¥
chi}d._ Othsrs falt they needed "more orientation on the Law"
before they could be actively involved,

" In all three rural sites, parental involvement was relatively
low prior to the passage of P.L.r94-142 or related state laws, In

two of the threae sites, new mechanisms for involving parents have

. been created within the last two years; in the third site,

informal procedures were formalized and extensively refined in
accordance with SEA policies, ; Parental involyement in most
instances is limited to “sign-offs," For example, in one site
during the last -two -years, only one parenf had been actively

invoi;cd in the ‘development of her child's'.instructional

23
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detivities, In aliw thres rural _q#tga§j°written parent
'iétificigions regarding rig@ta vars 10;; than ;dcquato.

In tub_ of the tht;n rural sites, ao-c‘parcntq who did
not want to participate activ.ly fcltrintinidatcd. In one
litc.'_tclchcro falt ‘that the director of special education
used the dﬁc- Process piovilionc of PJLs 94-142 to'"cluS :
raluctant  parents over the hsad" to force them to qllowithc
district to place thair child in special education.

" Rural diltri;ti. responses to SEA on-site monitoring

visits of parent invoIvcncﬁtrconpliinec issues have been to

<

. "documant everything." In response to a formal due process
< ' . . .

hearing during school year 1978=79, one district's response

~"was to becoms even wmore formal, Both parents and staff
harbor_a degree of embarrassment as a result of the hearing.

~ SEA Influance . “ |

" Tha specific ‘proccddrqa and mechanisms used at the
district lavel to 1nvolve'pircnts reflect, for the most part,
SEA suggested policies. ;he nature and extent of parantal
involvemant is also related to the recancy of a similar state
law (c;g.. the state with.thc most recent mandate had the
lowast grade of parental involvement), This suggests that,
as schools have more experience with the law, parental
. involvement may increass.

SEA policies and activities also affect local dispute

29
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settlements and, there?y. parent/LEA staff relations. for
exampls, in one SEA, a major change in stats law, dasigned to
reduce the number of placements with "private providers", has
resulted in several due process hﬁaringo and appsals, which in
turn could have & negative impact on parent/district relationo.:'
Howavar, in' another state the SEA is responsible for approving
"non=public" placements, This tends to place the district and
parent together in “an adéércarial role with the state and has
tended "to ceuent.patent/diltriet.relation;."

BEA activities in all ;hrea. states have had a direct
"consumer awareness" impact on parents. For example, in one of the
participating states, the SEA not only held regional hearings on
P,L, 94=142 during the first year of implementation throughout the
ltata; but also presented its SEA.Annual Plan.ov‘r "ltdtewide
telavision", técaiving over 100 comments from interested parents
and parent groups, In aﬁdition. the SEA recently conducted Q
workshop for lawyers -who were §ntereoted in serving as hearing
officers. Anoﬁheru SEA has ‘developed a manual for hearing
officers; the manual is also used to train LEA staff throughout
the state, Such ;ctivitiec will undoubtedly improve the nature
and extent of parental involvement in all sites over time,

IV, CLOSING COMMENTS

Genéra1}§. the findings pres:nted in the previous section are
not- surprising, Most of the hypotieses generated by the TURNKEY
Implementation Model (see Appendix A) were corroborated,
Moreover, the findings are similar to those of others who have

applied the case study methodology in related studies,

25
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- The spacial education processes used by participating
districts to implement P.L., 94-142 are complex, interrelated, and
both formal and informal. Many of tha processes existed, in one
!orq or another, before they ware mandated by the Law (e.g., the
in-school referral of special students existed befors "childfind" .
provisions).  Thera. is often 1little distinction between
ﬁroviiionn;. asocladont.. ﬁlaccncnt. dus process, and"ycr.ntal
involvemant are continuing activities which do not occur at only
ons point in time. For axample, "assessment" often begins before
screening of éhc student and, alvays, befora the child is referrad
for a formal avaluation, The placement daciiiQn is partially

formulated at aevery preceding step in tpo process resulting in

near certainty the student will be placed once & placement meeting

.oeeurl. A more detailed explanation of the observed special

education processes may be found in Appendix C,

In all sites, numerous activities were undertckeh to
implement the major ' provisions of P,L. 94=142, The diotficto'
capacities to implement the_provioions were highly aosociaﬁed with
the degree to which mechanisms were in place prior to the study,
While the rural sites generally progressed more than the suburban
or urban sites, they also had some of the greatest problems, which
were usually related to inadequate resources and the lack of
trained staff. Progress in urban sites was slower and problems
were encountered with their organizational and administrative
practices, In suburban districts, most activities were associated

with refining procedures to integrate P,L, 94-142 or SEA

regulations into district operating procedures,
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In .ail three statas, tho'lo;dornhlp role of the SEA and the
lgaton' interpretations, 3polie£os. aﬁd' procaduraes ni;niflcantly
dafluanced LEA procedures 1n'1nplc-ont£n3 the provisions of the
- Law, - 8EAs with traditionally strong leadership roles used both
formal and informal proceduras; in szAl.iith relatively weak
- traditions and strong local autonomy, the process of formalizing

fiev mandates and mechanisms has besn difficult and lengthy.
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APPENDIX A .

"~ A CONCEPTUAL MODEL FOR ASSESSING
THE IMPLEMENTATION OF P.L. 94-142
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 APPENDIX A
A CONCEPTUAL MODEL FOR ASSESSING THE INPLEMENTATION OF P.L. S4-142

The mode] was developed and modfied over the period of the study and served

Identification of the relevant varlables affecting lmplcmontatlon. Thls model !

; fi'ls sinllar to the one developed by Milstein (1976) to cxplaln Fadcral-state {
G Interactions. We have drawn upon the work of Easton (1965), Kirst. (1972),

H

Murphy (1971, 1973, 1974), Balley and Mosher (1968), Weatherley and LIpsky
(1977), and others in developing the model, which Is pressnted graphically
in. !xhlblt .o . N

“This mode! Includes olomonts cxtarnal to the SEA and LEA, as well as

~ - internal elements of these systems. Van Meter and Van Horn (1975) note that :ﬁ .
economic, soclal, and political conditions "may have a profound effect on the *

p.rfornnnco of implementing agencles," although ''the Impact of these factors
on the Implementation of pollcy decisions has recelved little attentlon' (p. h;l)

THE SEA IMPLEMENTATION MODEL

Although the focus of this case study was on the consequences of Implemen-
tation at the LEA level, an LEA's reactions to P, s ﬁh -142 will, to a great
degree, be determined by how the SEA reacts to thé Law and by the demands the

. SEA places upon the LEA. We, therefore, have included the SEA as a major com-

ponent. of our model.

¢+ Inputs

. Inputs to the SEA froﬁ‘the Feders! level Include demands and resources.
The demends Include: the Law (P.L. 94-142), the regulations promulgated by BEH,
and the approval process. The resources are primarily the funding that goes

‘from the Federa! government to the states. e

The Law and Regulations
P.L. 94142 Includes a number of provisions that must be adhered to by

both SEAs and LEAs. These stipulations include: ‘

several purposss: (1) It provided a framework for analyses;. (2)'ii prévldgd ?}:ﬁ' :
& basls for generating study questions and hypotheses; and (3): 1t permitted -

s
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assurance of extensive child identification procedures;
essurenee of the "full service" goal and a detalled tlmeteble.
a guarantee of complete due process procedures;

the assurance of regular parent or guardian consultation;

maintenance of programs and procedures for comprehensive personnel
development, Including In-service training;

assurance that spéclal education will be provided to all hnndlcepped
children in the least restrictive environment;

° assurance of nondiscriminatory testing and evaluation;

o a guarantee of policlec and procedures to protect the confldent‘elity
/ of data and Information;

--¢  assurance of the development of an- Indlvlduellzed qucatlonel Progrem
for_each handicapped child;

. o assurance of an effective pollcy guarantecing the rlght of a1l handi-~
capped children to a free, appropriate publlc education, at no cost .
to parents or guardian; and

. @ assurance of a surrogate to act for any child when parents or guardian
are elther unknown or unavalilable, or when sald child is a legal ward
of ths state.

The SEA Is responslble for monltorlng compliance by Its local school districts
with respect to these various stipulations.. The U.S, COmmlssloner of Education
has corresponding monitoring responsibllities vls-e-vls SEA compliance.
' Final reguletlons for P.L. 94=142 were published in Audust 1977; additional
regulations concerned with the'deflnltlon of learning disabilities were pub-
'llshed in December 1977. These various regulatlons Interpret the Law for SEAs
and LEAs, and detall procedures that must be fol lowed (e. g., in developing IEPs,
for due process).

The Approval Process

Each SEA must submit a detailed Annual Program Plan to BEH; thls plan must
be approved before Part B funds are passed on to the state, The Plan must in-
clude several elements, including assurances to the U.S. Commissioner of
Education that the state is following policles and procedures that will guarantee,
to each handicapped child, a free, appropriate public education. BEH action
on the Annual Progrzm Plan for a state can range from rejection to partial or
full approval., | |
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Resources : :
P.L. 94-1h2 provides Federal: funds to SEAs and LEAs based on the number
of handicapped children from age b to age 21, multiplied by a percentage of
,1 the national average por-pupll O#PCndlture for elementary and secondary edu-
c¢ation. Thils percentage authorlzatlon Increased from 5% for the 1977-78 school
t_:o‘_ year to 4o for the 1981-1982 school year and for each year thereafter. -Entitle-
%Fi ment loglslatlon. however, has n?t ensured that the necessary funds will be.
«l’pmoprlotod by Congress. ! : :
During the 1977-78 school ybar, 50% of the funds that wont to a state )
‘were paised through to LEAs; ln!subsequent years, 75% will be passed through. -
. The SEA share may be used to provide direct services, but only 5% (or $200, 000,
‘ 3 uhleho'vo'r-}_iﬁriit{?l')ﬁ of the total may be retained by the state for administra-
tive costs. Services must be provided to'"prlorlty one children'' (those not
currently served) and then to "priority two children' (those severely handl-
capped children who are Inadequately served). '
_ Funds provided under Part B can be used only to cover the excess costs
of educating handicapped children, and cannot be used to supplant funds already
- avallable at the SEA or LEA lovel, unless the SEA can satisfactorlly demonstrate
to BEH that all handicapped chlldren in the state are receiving "adequate"
~educational services; in this latter case, Part B funds may be used to supplant
" SEA and LEA funding. | |
Although the entitlement formula Is quite clear, there contlinues to be

‘uncertalinty about the specific amount to be appropriated and allocated, parti-
cularly during the early stages of implementation,

SEA Contextual Variables

Differences among states In providing education and related services to
the handicapped are perhaps greater than for any other area of education, These
differences can be explained to some degr:e by a number of contextual variables.
| State Law '

Almost all states have passed legislation that is similar to, If not fden-
tical with, P,L, 94-142, In some states, legislation was passed tn anticipation
of the implementation of P.L, 94~142; In other states, legislation preceded

A-h
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passage of the Federal Law, We would expect that lmpleﬁentatlon.of-P.L..Sk-lkz

o ~ would be facilitated In states where the law Is very similar to the Federal Law.

Three factors limit this hypothesis, however. First, state legislatures may be
'uuullllng to appropriate sufficient funds to implement the state law fully.
Second, state laws may not be comprehensive enough, or may actually conflict
with other state statutes. Third, Implementetlon of P.L, 94=142 will not be
facilitated (f the state law will not be fulfy implemented for several years
" after the Federal Law becomes effective. Court decrees can drastically alter a
state's approach to educating the handicapped or can speed up a timetable for
implementation of the state law.

Political, Economic; and Social Variables

Demographic factors will exerclise a great deal of lnfluence on the lmple-
mentat fon process, States dominated by suburban districts, for example, will
operate differently from those dominated by urban or rural districts. Wealthy
states will provlde different services than poorer states. States with large
minortty populatlons have different problems to face compared with states with
small minority populatlons.

One very important factor at the state level is the informal llnkages.
bpth between the Federal gnvernment and the SEA and within the state government.
" Another very Important fuctor is the political climate in the state == the role
of the governor and the state legislature and their influence or authority over
the SEA. In many states, the governor appoints the state.board ef educa;ion;
in others, the board is elected. In some states, the state superintendent is
appointed by the board, in others elected statewlde. and in still others
appointed by the governor.

Two final contextual variables will influence a state's lmplementatlon of
P.L. 94-142: the state's prior performance in special education and the state's
priorities. What a state has done in special education may have little to do
. with the state law; a law that mandates education for the handicapped but that
s not enforced or funded will not lead to quality services to the handicapped.
A state's oriorities will also affect services to the handicapped; a state can
emphasize or de-emphasize special education, and it can stress different provi-
slons of P.L. 94-142 to be implemented.
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~ SEA Throughputs

~ The implementation process is greatly affectedgby;external Influences on
the SEA, by the SEA's organizational structure, and'by the SEA role players.
External Organizations L
. The Influence of advocacy groups on speclal education will vary greatly

. among states, as reflected in the evolution of sta;§jlaws and policles over the

past decade. In some state, for example,  the Assoclation for Retarded Cltizens
may be the most active gcohpg-lnléthef'stptgs,_thé Assoclation for Children
with Learning Disabllitles will be active. The Influence of these groups will
be felt formally, through such activities as lobbying and informally through
professional assoclations and personal relationships with SEA role players.
Speclal interest groups can alsobe very Influentlal at the state leveal,

The most Important of these are likely to be teachers' or administrators’

unlons; taxpayers' assoclations may also be very active. Parent groups, separate
from the various advocacy groups, can be tmﬁortant at the state level. '

A third major external force at the state level are other state agencies
that have in the past provided services to the handicapped; these might Include
departments of mental health, mental retardation, and human services. P.L.

94-142 requires the SEA to supervlse'all educational and related servic s
provided by these other agencies, These other agencies may srek to retaln control

‘over thelr tradittonal functlons, Some states have created new ''SEAs' within

these agencles to meet the supervisory requirement of the Federal Law, One
effect of this may be an actual reduction In services to the handicapped in
the short run as state agencies reduce such services because the SEA has the
legal responsibility to provide the 3ervices. The SEA, however, may not have
the authority or the resources to meet these responsibilitles.

SEA Role Players

The roles of SEA officials involved In the implementation of P.L. 94-142
will be Influenced by: subordinate bureaucratic tendenclies and superordinate

leadership and management, and Individual needs, preferences (when discretion
Is allowed), affiliations, and professionalism.

Professional ties are extremely Important in speclal education, perhaps
more so than in almost any other area of education. This has led to distinct

A-6

40



divisions In state bureaus and to the establ{shment of i{nformal networks that
function within the formal structure, )

The tremendous growth of spectal education in recent years has resulted
In the concomitant growth of relevant agencles at the state level; thls, In
some instances, has threatened other bureaucracies with!n the SEA. The great
demands of P.L. 94-142, coupled with growing resources, have given SEA special

-

education personnel even greater opportunity to use their discretion in

- .determining prlorltles.

Group afflllatlons in special education tend to form along lines of
expertise rather than function (e.g., learning disabilities specialists, speech
therapists, etc. ) These coalitions have a great impact in inter- aqd intra-
agency bargalining for resources. )

| SEA Organizational Structure

The authority of the SEA to carry out its responsibilities under P.L. 94-142

may be 1imited by law or by tradition. The SEA's relationship with other state

agencies may be ambiguous, and there may be no mechanism to coordinate services

to the handicapped at the state level unless informal structures exist.
Structures for implementing P.L.  94-142 may range from existing divisions

to newly-created units; the former situation prevails in most states. Here,

j risk aversion, the use of standard operating procedures, and bargaining among

| coalltions. expla!n much of the lmplementation process. ‘
SEA . control stfuctures range from regulations to program and financial

audits of LEAs. The zeal with which such governance s pursued varies from

state to state, however, if for no other reason than that the amount of Federal

funds going to LEAs under the Act” Is small relative to the amount of state and

local funds betrlg used to finance the edugation of the handicapped. The SEA's

--abllﬁty to control the LEAs also varies. Traditional concepts of superior-

subordinate do not apply here.because’we are dealing with independent organizations,

not;wlth individuals within a single organization (see Van Meter and Van Horn,
1975). SEA goverpance over LEAs Is further influenced by the sanctions the SEA
qucelves the Federal government can and will impose upon the state.

Outputs s

—The outputs from the SEA level are of two types, demands and resources.
.\\ i N o

\ .y

\ : , A-7 41



s

These outputs in turn become the inputs to the LEA level, and are discussed
in the next section,

‘THE LEA IMPLEMENTATION MODEL

lnputs

The inputs to the implementation proceéé‘at the LEA level include the
outputs from the SEA level: state law (discussed above), regulations, and
thﬁ approval process; and funding, technical assistance, direct services, and
general support, S . N

.
<

Demands

States make demands of their LEAs tn the form of regulations and the
approval process,’ Regulations will affect several of the tasks required of the
LEAs under the Law; these will be dealt with below (e.g., IEPs, LRE), An LEA

must apply to the SEA for approval of its program for the handicapped before it

recelves any funds under P,L. 94142,
Resources

One of the strongest influences upon an LEA's provision of education for

 the handicapped is the state-funding formula. An LEA will typically receive

funds from the state based on the number and/or types of children it has
receiving special services. Sng funding formulae encourage mainstreaming;
others, self-contained_specialmwlasses. In the latter case, fiscal incentives
could conflict with the LRE requirements of P.L. 94-142.

The technical assistance provided by SEAs to LEAs will affect some aspects
of local implementation. If an SEA is unable or unwilling to provide such
services, however, this will place another burden on the LEA, which will either
have to obtain this assistance from other sources or do without.

The state also provides direct services (e.g., it maintains institutions
for vartous types of handicapped individuals). Typically, these institutions
will serve severely and/or multi-handicapped individuals.

Another very important resource provided by SEAs Is general support for
LEAs. If a local director of special education services, for example, cannot

obtain necessary local resources to maintain a particular program, the SEA's
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intervention with the local superintendent may be instrumental in obtaining
these resources.

LEA Contextual Varlables

Although state law may mandate educatlon o) some or all handicapped
children, the actual services provided to these chlldren will vary greatly
from one part of the state to another, depending upon a variety of contextual
factors.

Program Before P.L. 94-142

LEAs vary greatly in the proportion of their total enrollments receiving

speclal education services. These differences in service rates, however, do

not mean that the quality of services is inappropriate to the community. The
incidence of handicapping conditions varies greatly across communities. How
P.L. 94-142 is implemented at the LEA ievel will depend in large measute upon
the match between the existing local programs and the requirements of the Law,
as filtered through state rules and regulations. If the existing program sub-
stantially meets the requirements of P.L. 94-142, implementation will be rela-
tively smooth and successful. If there is a great deal of disparity between the
program and the Law, however, implementation will be difficult and probably
incomplete. As Wilken and Callahan (1976) noted, '*Achieving a better match
between special education needs and services depends heavily on the willingness
of law-makers to develop publlé pol icy which is much more sensitive to variation
in the abllity and _Ln_q_LLng,;_an, of localitlies to educate the handicapped' (p. 7;
emphasis added).

A district's special education program generally goes through three major
stages of development as it is implemented.. First, an LEA will establish the
mechanisms required by the legislation. In the case of P.L. 94-142, this stage
includes setting up childfind procedures, assessment procedures, placement

committees, etc. Second, iinkages between special education services and other
segments of the school system will be established. Resource room teachers will
oordinate their efforts more closely with those of regular classroom teachers,
for example. Communications with other divisions withid/zhe LEA (e.g., remedial
reading, Tltlg/}, vocational education) will occur. These fir;t two stages are

essentially concerned with developing new organizational structures. Third,
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there will be a focus on the quality of Individual children's programs. In

this stage, staff are concerned with the relationship between programming
and a child's needs. The degree to which an LEA implements P.L. 94-142
depends to a great extent on the stage of development the existing special

education program was in before implementation. i
| Political, Economic, and Social Variables ,

Many local characteristics affect both the quantity and quality of special

education services provided by an LEA. One important variable is the public
schools priorities and conmitment to educating the handicapped. Some communities,

for example, view this as a private, rather than a public, responsibility.

The size and type of a district will have a tremendous influence on its
"education of the handicapped. Some small districts may have a great deal of
difficulty in implementing P.L. 94-142, primarily because they have small
numbers of handicapped children. It will not be economically feasible for such
districts to hire the trained personnel needed to educate these children. Some
large, Inner-city LEAs may also have difficulty In implementation because of
the very large numbers of handicapped pupils In these districts and the Ifmlted
resources available to educate them. Many urbén districts are faced with
eroding tax bases, rising labor costs, and shrinking rather than growing budgets.
~Such dls}r{cts also have very large bureaucratic structures in which children
may become ''lost' for varying perlodS of time.

Closely related to the size of an LEA is the type of community it serves:
urban, suburban, and rural. Other thiings being equal, '‘smoother" fmplementation
of P.L. 94-142 can be anticipated in suburban districts. The reasons for this
are found in many of the other variables that operate at the local level: size,
wealth, the Influence of external groups, and the professionalism and ofganl-
zatlonal structure of the LEA. Suburban districts are usually neither too small
nor too large; they are generally wealthier than are most rural or urban districts;
~ parents of the handicapped tend to be relatively well educated and well organized;
there is a high degree of professionalism among LEA personnel; and the lines of
authority and responsibility within the LEA are clearly drawn in most cases.

The homogeneity of an LEA is a very Important determinant of special
education services in some states. Wilken and Callahan (1976) found that In
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Maryland, for example, differences in district wealth had a far less pronounced
effect on special education services than in Massachusetts. School districts
In the former are county-based; hence, local differences in special education
services tend to be washed out. In the latter, on the other hand, districts
are relatively small and homogeneous; differences between districts therefore
tend to be emphasized.

Wealth and tradition also explain the type and quality of services provided
to the handicapped. Wealthier districts generally will provide more and better
services than will poorer districts, although they are many exceptions to this
rule. |If a district does not have a tradition of educating the handicapped,
programs will be more limited during the initial stages of implementation of
P.L. 94-142 than if the district has such a tradition. LEA leadership will be
instrumental in the former case; :f superintendents and other administrators
are comnitted to speciai education, programs will probably be establish¢§ more
quickly than if there is no such commitment.

Informal linkages are as important at the LEA level as they are at the
SEA level. Communications within the I.LEA and between the LEA and other agencies
are necessary if services are to be provided to the handicapped; such communi=

cations may be more effective if they are informal than if they are formalized.

LEA Throughputs

Implementation of P.L. 94-142 at the local level is affected by a number
of throughputs: external influences, local governance, LEA role players, LEA
organizational structure, the technical competence of the LEA, and the specific
tasks required under the Law.

External Organizations

External organizations (advocacy groups, special interest groups, and other
local agencies) will often have a greater impact on the LEA than they do on the
SEA.  Local branches of advocacy groups (e.g., Associations for Retarded Citizens)
may exert pressure on tBe LEA to provide full services for handicapped children.
These groups can also provide assistance to the LgA, particularly in placing
handicapped children outside the LEA or in providfng supplementary resources for
those children whose primary placement is within the LEA. In some districts,

these groups actually operate programs for the handicapped.




Teachers' assoclations also influence relevant decisions made by an LEA.
Unfon contracts often specify such things as maximum class size and salaries
of teach~rs (both of which serve to limit the resources available to the LEA);
the nunber of handicapped children who can be placed in a single regular class-
room; and additional preparation time and in-service training for teachers who
have such children in thelr classes.

Parents of handicapped children are also a strong influence on the education
of the handicapped at the LEA level. Other groups of parents may also exert
pressure at the building and classroom levels to increase the services provided
to nonhandicapped children (e.g., to provide more individualization). Local"
level educators may be faced with conflicting demands for scarce resources.

~ The non-public school sector, including church-affiliated schools, may also
be an impcrtant influence on LEA decision-making if they provide services to
the handicapped. These schools will compete with the LEA for community resources.

Other local agencies will a'so have an effect on an LEA's provision of
services to the handicapped. Such agencies traditionally have provided many
serQlées to different groups of handicapped chlldren (e.g., the local mental
health unit may provide therapy and other services for emotionally disturbed
children), Because the LEA now has the legal responsibility for these children,
services that were previously provided at ''no cost' to the LEA could be with-
drawn or charged to the LEA.

Local Governance

Local government will influence, not only LEA organizational structure, but
also LEA role players. Local politicians can pressure an LEA to improve services;
they can also support an LEA's efforts In the face of opposition from outside
groups. The local government generally has the responsibility for raising money
to finance education, and hence can control to a greater or lesser degree both
the structure and the personnel of the LEA.

LEA Role Players

Many of the statements made above about SEA role players can be applied to

LEA role players. An individual's needs, preferences, professionalism, group

affiliations, and attitudes will all influence performance. .
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Administrators' career goals and preferences can have great Iimpact on how
P.L. 94-142 Is implemented. Their exposure to special education will greatly
Influence their praferences when discretionary cholces have to be made about
educating the handlcépped generally or about individual handicapped children.
Administrators who understand the problems of the handicapped ‘will tend to be
" disposed to making decisions that will ald such children, Of course, this can
-work to the advantage of some children at the expense of others. As Weatherley
and Lipsky (1977, p. 194) found, LEAs often evaluated and placed children whose
handicaps allowed local personnel to practice their specialties. Thus an
administrator with a background In evaluating and educating the retarded might
push services for retarded children while possibly ignoring children with other
handlcaps. L T e

The professionalism of LEA role players affects both the quality and the
quantity of .special gducatlon'servlces. Tralned, committed personnel will
direct their energies toward providing quality services, but inadequately trained
personnel may be unable to do so.

Informal group affillations at the LEA level will influence the tybe of
services that are made available to the handicapped. [|f special education
personnel are well integréted with ''regular'' components of the LEA, role players'
- affiliations are less likely to be based exclusively on thelr speclalization;
hence they will be able to call upon other LEA personnel to provide services to
the handicapped. |If special education is segregated from the other components
of the LEA, however, Informal links will tend to be strongest among special edu-
cation personnel, who will not have easy access to other services for the handl-
capped. In this latter case, commgpicatlons will often be easier with external
groups than with other elemenféﬁaﬁ the LEA.

LEA Organizational Structure

The LEA organizational structure operates with the role players to effect
the implementation of P.L. 94-142. |In general, this authority structure is
designed, as it is at the SEA level, to reduce uncertainty, to assure equitable
resource allocation, and to facilitate the acFompiLshment of procedural tasks.

Elements of this structure may be more susceptible to external pressures at the
local level than at the state level, particularly in the allocation of resources.

School budgets 2re sulject to the approval of an agency outside the LEA, either
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the local governing unit (e.g., the city council) or the voters. This Is the
ultimate form of control at the local level,
The superintendent is a vital element in the education of the handicapped;

. he/she makes many of the resource allocation decisions In.the district. This

may become a factor in the Implementation of P.L. 94-142, especlally if the
suporlntondent has to take resources away from existing programs to meet the
nundates of the Law.

How the LEA complies with thc provisions of P.L. 94-142 will also depend
" upon the percelved SEA sanctions and incentives for compliance, much as SEA
compliance depends In part on perceived sanctions and Incentives emanating
- from the Federal level. During the first year of Implementing (1977-78), about
$35 pir handicapped child was allocated to LEAs, which may not have regarded
the loss of these funds as a major sanction. As the money flowing to LEAs
Increases, however, the possible cutoff of funds will become an Important incen-
tive for compl lance. ‘

States often lack the machinery to enforce policles at the LEA level. A
. state may not have unlform accounting systems or, If It does, It ﬁay not have
" sufficient personnel to monjtor LEA expenditures for special education services.
The threat of lawsuits by parents or advocacy groups may more effectively
‘serve as a sanctlion against non-complliance for many LEAs, particularly where
parents have easy access to lawyers, |

~ LEA Technical Competence
"~ An LEA's “technical competence' will greatly influence the implementation

of P.L. 94-142, This comprises administrators, the staff or regular teachers

and speclial educatlion teachers, the support services available (e.g., psychologists,

audiologlists, etc,), and the amount and quality of In-service training available.
Although an LEA's technical competence Is in large part influenced by the
amount of money the district has available to spend for qualified personnel,
other factors over which an LEA has no control are also relevant., One is the
qual ity of teacher training institutions in the state and whether the programs

In these Institutions provide the training that LEAs require to implement P.L. 94-142,

Another factor is SEA requirements for teacher and administrator training and
licensing. It is '"easier' to become a teacher in some states than in others.
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LEA Tasks

P.L. 9“-1&2 mandates speciflc tasks that must be performed. Although the
SEA has de ]ure responsibility for carrying out these tasks, they have become
the de facto responsibility of the LEA. The tasks can be roughly classified

as administrative and programmatic, the distinction being that the latter

directly affect the services that will be made available to the child:
Administrative

e free appropriate public education
e childfind
e  due process and confldﬁntlallty

Programmatic
e nondiscriminatory testing

® Individualized Education Program

® least restrictive environment

Outputs
Four major outputs can be identified at the LEA level: consequences, an

evolving program, ''satisficing,'" and organizational maintenance. Over time,
the special education program will change, moving to higher stages of deve iop-
ment. The LEA will not be able to consider all alternative courses of action
to implementation of P.L. 94-142 and then choose the one alternative with the
most favorable consequences. Rather, the LEA will select that course of

"actlon that is ''good enough'' (i.e., that satisfices (see Allison, 1971, p. 72)).

The LEA will also be concerned with maintaining itself as an organization.
That is, school district personnel are unlikely to make decision whose end
result will put the LEA or a part of it "out of business."

The cchsequences, which we have classified into four categories--resource
allocation/utilization, organizational structure/administration, roles/
behaviors, and attitudes/perceptions--are the primary focus of this Case
Study.

Utilization of the Modrl

The‘model presented in the preceding pages is an explanatory, rather than

a research, model. |t provided the basis for our study questions, and also

provided a framework for our analysis of the data from the different sites.

A-15 49




to
o]

Allison, G.T. Essence of decislon; explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis.
Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1971.

Balley, S.K.; & Mosher, E.K. ESEA: The Office of Education administers
a law. Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1968

Easton,sb. A systems analysis of political life. .New Ycrk: John Wiley & Sons,
1965

Kirst, M.W. Federal ald to education: who governs? In J.S. Berke &
M.W. Kirst, Eds., Federal aid to education: who benefits? who governs?
Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath, 1972.

Milstein, M.M. impact and response: Federal aid and state education agencies.
New York: Teachers College Press, 1976.

Murphy, J. Title | of ESEA: the politics of implementing Federal
education reform. Harvard Education Review, 1971, 41, 35-63.

Murphy, J.T. The education bureaucracies implement novel policy: the
‘politics of Title | of ESEA, 1965-1972. In A.P. Sindler, Ed.,
Policy and politics in America. Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1973.

Murphy, J.T. State education agencies and discretionary funds: .grease the
squeaky wheel. Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath, 1974. .

Van Meter, D.S.; & Van Horn, C.E. The policy implementation process:
a.conceptual framework. Administration and Society, 1975, 6, 445-488.

Weatherley, R.; & Lipsky, M. Street~level bureaucrats and institutional
innovation: Implementing special-education reform, Harvard Educational
Review, 1977, 47, 171-197.

Wilken, W.H.; Callahan, J.J. Disparities in special education services:
the need for better fiscal management. Washington, D.C.: National
Conference of State Legislatures, 1976,

A-16



\ APPENDIX B

\\ SUMMARY OF INFORMATION GATHERING




APPENDIX B
SUMMARY OF INFORMATION GATHERING

The Summary of Information Gétherlqg exhibit, following this page, des-
cribes all Informal Interviews and other information gathering conducted

during the study period. Each Is categorized by respondent/observation type
with totals for each type identified by Individual study site.
The "General Education' category includes school board members,

district level administrators and professional staff with primary responsibl-
1ity In regular education. Principals lnterylewéd in this category were
administrators In regular elementary, middle, and senior high schools.
‘ "~ The “Specla] Education'' category includes administrators, professional
~ staff, and others whose primary responsibility or Interest was in special

education. Principals Interviewed in this category were administrators iIn

speclal education schools or centers devoted entirely to serving handicapped

puplils. Some study sites did not have schools which served speclal education

" pupils only. The "external group/agency' type of Interview In this category
includes local advqcacy'grdhps and local health/social service agencies with
Interests In speclial education matters.

The ""Conference and Meetings' category Includes individual and group
Inteerews with state legislative officials, state education agency officials
and attendance at local district meetings where special education matters were
the maln toplc of discussion. Telephone interviews were limited to follow-up
discussion of Information obtained during earller face-to-face discussions.

In a nunber of instances, It was necessary to utilize a telephone interview
In lleu of an actual meeting because of the busy schedules of some high level
~administrators within a particular district.

Administrative and iInstructional titles and responsibilities varled in
different states and within local school districts in the same state. Interview
tyres were determined according to primary area of responsibility of the
person being Interviewed. For example, a resource person, therapist, or diag-
nostician, who spent the majority of his/her time teaching, was.counted under
the heading of "'teacher'. [|n other Instances, such types of professional staff

would be counted under the heading of ''support services'' because they spent
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~ APPENDIX B

SUMMARY OF INFORMATION GATHERING

i STATE/SITE .
i TYPE OF INTERVIEW State A State State B State State C State || Overall
¥ Al A2 A3 | Total| Bl B2 B3 |Totals| CI_C2_C3 | Totals]| Total-
“ 1 ceNERaL EDucATION |
Board Member 3 - 4 7 1 3 § 9 - 1 - 1 17
Superintendent 1 5 2 8 2 1 3 5 - - 2 2 16
Assistant/Reglonal Superintendent 1 9 2 1 3 1 - 4 1 10 &4 15 30 °
Central Office Administrators 13 - 5 18 W 6 5 25 9 13 5 27 70
Principal/Assistant Principal 30 11 16 57 24 38 16 78 19 29 16 €4 199
Gulidance Personnel 12 4 4 20 - 1 - 1 2 7 1 10, 31
Teacher 30 21 24 75 31 40 38 109 32 22 24 78 262
SPECIAL EDUCATION
ot Dlrector 7 - 2 9 14 11 16 41 15 4 2 21 N
N Administrators 51 22 | 73 27 10 7| w44 10 26 10 | 46 163
Principal/Assistant Principal 6 - - 6 9 « 1 10 1 2 2 5 21
Support Services* 16 11 17 Ly 12 PE 12 39 7 1 6 14 97
Teacher 32 22 26 | 80 47 66 42 | 155 26 33 20 | 79 314
. Parents 2 3 5] 10 2 6 51 13 2 5 4 | n 34
External Groups/Agencies 16 5 11].22 15 4 7 26 10 1 &4 15 63
CONFERENCES & MEETINGS
State Education Agency ] 1 1 3 12 2 2 16 2 2 2 6 25
Board Meeting 1- 3 & 8 - = 5 5 | 2 15
Inservice Training 1 - 1 2 | 1 -1 4 16 2 1 3 6 24
Screening/Placement/|EP 7 9 6| 22 3 7 - 16 2 2 4 8 ; b6
Legislative - - - - -7 -2 9 | B 3 12
Community/PTA - - 1 1 7 - 2 9 - - ] 1
Telephone Interviews 9 6 &5 20 5 7 6 18 6 15 5 | 26 64
TOTALS 239 110 147 | 496 252 219 178 | 649 148 176 116 |4bo 1585
) *Includes psychologists, social workers, pupil personnel workers, resource specialists, therapists,
and build?ng level supervisors whose primary responsibility was other than teaching. 54



- only a small amount of their time teaching. At one rural site, the Assistant
Superintendent for Instruction was responsIBIe for special education as well
. as for Federal programs, budgets, and ESEA Title IV. Cohsequently, there are
no interviews identified with the Director of Special Educatipn at this site;
only with the Assistant Superintendent. Reduced interview coutits of a parti-
cular type at some sites are the result of differences In job titles or
responsibilities and not the lack of contact with specific staff members.

Man9 interviews were conducted at an extremely important time within the
districts, as tﬁpy were experiencing change due to the new requirements. In
one Instance, parents were Interviewed after they had just attended statewide
hearings on P.L. 94-142. At other times, parents were interviewed directly
after they attended IEP meetings. District administrators and directors of
special educationkwere interviewed after just completing a state monitoring
team visit, or experiencing heated debate at a school board meeting, or having:
lost a due process hearing requested by a parent. These particular types of
situations were sought out as they represented many of the real consequences
assocliated with the Implementation of P.L. 94-~142.

- Teacher interviews were conducted before, during, and after school
depending upon district policy. Thé more intensive interviews with teachers
were those which could be conducted without the presence of the building
principal. Almost all principals were willing to have their staff interviewed
without being presept themselves. Many administration staff insisted on hé%ing
the interviewer observe their area of responsibility first hand to understand
better the difficulties they were experiencing. These included, for example,
tn-service sessions, teachers meetings, |EP meetings, safety inspection of
specially equipped buses for handicapped pupils, and scheduling of testing
sesslons, Répport developed quickly in those interview sessions where adminis-
trators.and staff wereihighly compeﬂgnt in their duties and took pride in their
work. Such opentess greatly assisted the overall study effort.

./ \
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APPENDIX C
DESCRlPTIQN OF THE SPECIAL EDUCATION PROCESS

A1l participating SEAs and LEAs .implemented P.L. 94-142 generally in
accordance with the Law and accompanyling rules. Where different procedures
were followed they coﬁld be attribvted to formats previously used, prior
conditions in the state, and/or SEA/LEA iInterpretations of the Intent of the
" Law,  In Exhlb?t 1 we display a synthesis of the special education process as
observed in the nine LEAs. The flowchart emphasizes how children enter and
exit special education in the participating school districts, the various
procedural safegu;rds for ensuring due process, and the procedures employed
for planning students' educational programs.

; The provisions. of P.L. 94~142 (e.g., IEP, LRE) are not discrete entities
but rather are integrated into the special education procedure at various points.
Some provisions, such as due process/ parental involvement, are related to most
of the procedural steps and indeed were observed throughout the process. Each
of the synthesized activities or processes are discussed below, with differences
or exceptions related to settlng—and/or SEA influence noted.

‘1. 'In-Schoo! Referrals

The in-school referral process 1s generally separate from out-of-school
-chitdfind éctlvlties and has been part of the typical school's routine prior to
P.L. 94-142, At the simplest level, the child's teacher contacts the principal,
..speéial education teacher, or support personnel because s/he is having difficulty
teaching the child and needs assistance. Referrals of students by other building.
level staff has not been as common, but is now occurring more frequently as a
result of P.L. 94-142, "

In some cases, standardized testing conducted for other reporting purposes
(including SEA standardized testing or competency testing) is used as a screening
device to identify EMR and LD students who may have been overlooked. Often,
regular teachers perceive aifessments as a means to assess how adequately s/he
Is doing the Job; as a result, the referral of the borderline cases occurs
only when the teacher-does not feel s/he ¥an adequately help the student.

"y
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EXHIBIT 1:
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In some sltes;ﬂQwo different sets of staff are responsible for the two
types of referrals, from screening activities up to the actual placement meeting.
The type and intensity of assessments will vary according to who made the initial
contact about the child. As districts are increasingly concerned about «hild
“counts', the referral process and childfind are becoming better coordinated.
In several of the sites, the same or similar referral forms and procedures are

now bqing used.

2. Out-of-School Childfind

Activities undertaken to locate handicapped children from out-of-school

sources vary considerably. Some sites coordinate efforts very closely with the

.SEA; others are more autonomous, especially if their perceived need Is relatively

low. The means to locate the children include: newspaper and magazine adver-
tisements; radio and television announcements; meetings with various organizations,
advocacy groups, and other agencies; mailings and handouts of brochures and
leaflets; and posters. Each district uses a different combination of media
campaigns. The primary focus of childfind activities during 1977-78 was the
school age population. During 1978-79, this focus was expanded to include younger
children, usually through arrangement with community health and social service
agencies. "

In all nine LEAs, staff attempt to make it as easy as possible for someone
to contact then and to suggest aichild in need of special services. One of

the SEAs provides a toll-free number and operates referral centers at its own

~expense,‘so that if a child is located the appropriate information can be passed

along to the LEA. One of the LEAs has installed a telephone answer ing machine

‘and a private line devoted to childfind. There is an identifiable person and/or

telephone numbe: in all sites that can be contacted by .interested parties.

[S

3. Screening Activities

In all sites, prior to informing parents and conducting a formal assessment,
LEA staff initiate some screening activities. The people who are contacted and
type of information which is collected vary, depending upon the source of the
"lead" on the child (i.e., whether in-school referral or out-of~school childfind).
For an out-of-school Iéad, pertinent information is gathered from the person

malking the referral; the parents are contacted, if they are not the referring

y-For
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party. In many cases, this is an Unitlal step before the school is contacted

for the appropriate assessment procedures, However, [t is also possible that

a different assessment process may take place; thls may include the gathering

of work samples and discussions with others who may know the child (e.g.,
pedlatrictan, principal, soclal worker). In some Instances, limited standardized
testing is conducted using achievement batteries. For some children with minor
Speech and hearing problems, the process is often- less formal and involves little
testing.

b, " Parent Rights Notification

‘The process of Informing parents of their rights varies consicderably among
tﬁe‘sltes. In some, no formal mechanisms are apparent; school or district staff
talk informally to parents describing what they are doing for their child. This
may occur when the child Is first suspected of having a probiem or may walt
until parents' permission is sought for testing and access to records. In other
sites, signatures are requested to document the parent contact. In one urban
site In 1977-78, registered letters .were sent, at considerable expense to.the
district, to parents for documentation purposes; this practice has not been

continued,

5. Approval for Psychological Testing and Access to Records

‘Written permission to conduct psychological testing and to gain access to
records generally Is sought from parents. The specific request may vary from
"blanket'' permissions for testing to permission to use Speciflc assessment
procedures and evaluation instruments. The smaller districts, mainly the rural
sites, generally request ''blanket' permission.

Some staff do not expect to receive written parent permission, assuming that,
if the parent objects after being notified their child will be tested, they 'will
hear about 1t."" In one of the rural sites, notification and '‘assumed permission''
}s based on a two-sentence letter stating that a change in their child's edu-
cational program is being considered and if the parents want more information

they skould contact the school.
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6. Do Parents Approve?; 7. Appeal Process

Generally, parents do not disapprove of testing and very rarely disapprove
of access to records. In the cases where they do not glve their approval,
some schools make use of the due process procedure. Parents frequently fear
that thelr child will be identified as a speclal education student and will
* be stigmatized by the label == educable mentally retarded,'trainable mentally

retarded, or emotlionally disturbed,

' One school dlistrict used the due process hearing procedure when 5 parent
would not consent to a placement which the district recommended. The student
was a physically handicapped child whom the parents wanted to keep in an insti-
~tutfon for the severely handicapped. The special education staff felt. the
child could benefit from association with normal children in a regular setting.
This hearing was the only one to occur In the district. .

8. Psychological and Educational Assessments

Educational assessments are conducted and accumulated throughout the process,
often beginning as soon as the child is suspected of having a problem, These
educational assessments are often the basis for decisions in the screening
process described in Step 3. School level administrative or support staff are
generally responsible for gathering assessment Informétion; regular and special
education teachers collect work samples and provide results of teacher-made tests
and standardized achievement tests which they have administered. In some sites
where responsibility for psychological assessments and instructional delivery
are in separate divisions, an additional step is necessary between requesting
psychological services and obtaining parent approval.

The type and amount of psychological assessment varies by the source of
referral and the sophistication of the school. If a psychologist initiates a
referral, the evaluation which is conducted is usually quite sophisticated
because of the psychologist's experience and training. When a teacher initiates
a referral, the extent of the diagnostic ''workup' Is influenced by the teacher's
experience. This often suggests a different evaluation strategy.

The requirements of non-discriminatory testing have resulted in a number
of strategies, In sites with bilingual populations, and in some cases with

hard-of-hearing populations, tests are translated or are given orally or through
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“gigning" or ''finger spelling', In sites with largelmlnorlty populations,

_ the System of Multi-Cultural Pluristic Assessment (SOMPA) is being used to

" balance cultural differences, In these sites, some students who formerly

~ would have been identified as EMR are now classified as “normal" and are being
returned to or remain in regular education. In sites with a wider range of .
service options, this does not present as much of a problem, as the child may
be ellglble for other types of service (e,g., bilingual, compensafory educatlon).

-9, Screening/1EP/Placement Meeting -

The specific procedures in Step 9 of. the flowchart vary more across states
than among sites within a state. Generally, a building administrator conducts
the meétlng with a speclal education teachers, a psychologist, the parent, and
support staff, as needed, In attendance. The chlld's regular education teacher
is present In some instances, but rarely contributes to the development of the
LEP or placement decision. In some cases, there are a number of meetlﬁgs to
examine the test results and work samples, to develop IEPs for those students
in need of special education, and to make placement decisions, In others, there
is only one meeting and everything is accompllished at that time, Usually
during this step, the IEP is developéd by the special education teacher and the
placement declsion is made by the building principal.

Based on the outcome of the assessment reviews that take place during this
step, one of three possible decislons Is made: more testing, no speclal

educatlon service, or speclal education service.

10. Additional Testing

In a limited number of situations, additional testing is recommended before
a decislon is made if or where thg“chlld should be placed. Usually, parents
- are Involved I: thls declsion. More often than not, additional testing Is con-
ducted typically because parents are resisting the placement of their child in

special education.

11. No Special Education Service Recommended; 12. Appeal Process

If the process has proceeded this far, special education is usually recom-
mended. About 95% of the students discussed in the screening/|EP/placement
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' meet(ng are placed tn special education and, for the remalinidg 5%, most have
thelr placenent delayed untl] more testing cen be conducted, Parents are
generally notlifted of their rights to appeal this decision; such appeals usually
occur when parents belteve they will have to pay for the services to be
provided.

13.. 1EP DEVELUPHCNY AND PLACEMENT RECOMMENDAT |ON

By the time a student is the_topic of a screening/|EP/placement meeting,
there is about a 95% chance that an IEP will be developed and placement recom-
mended for that student. The assessment activities that precede the convening
of the IEP meeting are usually thorough enough such thatullttlé quéstion“éxists
of the need for cpecial help. The meeting itself usually takes only 15 to 30
minutes, except in those few cases when there is some question of what services
should be provided. Then the meeting may be lengthened by discussions about
additional testing, appeals (if there Is a decision to provide no services), or
negotiation of suggested modifications by the parents.

The brevity of the meéting Is usually attributable to the general strategy"'“
of not developing short-term Instructional objectives during the meeting. When
and how they are developed varies by site: some develop them before the mgeting;
most, after the child is placed. Because of concerns about compliance, one
district speclal education director Issued the policy that no IEP would be filled
ouf before the meeting. This deterred the practice of writing down the |EP
before the meeting, but resulted in teachers memorizing the instruétional objec-
tives,writing them on scratch paper, or using more gereral standard objectives,
based on the student's handicap. '

A positive result of the requirement to involve parents is that gréater
opportunities for school/parent interaction exist and much contact has been
initiated. Parents are signing |EPs, showing acknowledgement of its contents,
and are given the opportunity to review modifications. For most parents of
special education students, the only time they talk with school staff is during
IEP meetings. While some parents take a very active interest in their child's
program, they are in the minority. Frustrated in their attempts to get parents
Involved, some schools set arbitrary cutoffs of three contact attempts; then they
broceed without permission. Teachers spend much of their own time mlsiting

parents at their homes.
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The placement decision is usually {nfluenced by services which are or
wil] be avallable in the district, Most district officials and staff rwuel that
. some services are better than none, so they provide the best available services.
In oﬁe state, there is a reporting procedure which identifies-all students
reqelving only partial services. This is used as a planning device to Increase

and transfer staff and programs, where necessary.

th. Do ParentsrApprove?; 15. Modifications

To many district staff; parent approval or disébproval of |EPs and place-
ments reflects the due process intended for parents. Parent disapproval is
rare, as parents generally acceptftﬁé'professional judgment of the ''trained
educator''. In cases when they do disapprove, the school will generally accom-
modate the parents' requests. On occasion, an additional meeting may take
place to allow parent's dissents to be aired. To signify approval of the proposed

educational plan and placement, parents sign a formal document.

16. Studenpt Placement

The placement of the child is usually as specified in the recommendation
of the séreening/lEP/placement meeting. This is not the case when the
‘assessment and placement recommendation is the responsibility of someone other
than those whe are responsible for instructional service delivery. This occurs
'. in one state where assessment |s conducted and placement decisions are parti-
ally made by an independent evaluation team. In other states, regional or state
teams conduct a few assessments at the request of the LEAs. In these situations,

LEAs may modify a child's placement if appropriate services are not available.

17. Review of Child's Program

Two types of program review occur: one focuses.on short-term objectives;
the other, on long-term goals. Reviews of short-term objectives occur as often
as every few weeks and are used for continuous monitoring and updating of IEPs,
In some, particularly suburban, sites, this was similar to the district's indi-
vidualized education strategy before P.L. 94-142. In others, particularly rural
sites, the Law was the first time the process had been formalized. The review

process varied by setting: urban districts generated more paperwork to document
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the review procedure; suburban districts’ reviews were more frequent and
. emphasized updating; in two of the three rural districts, the minimal paper
‘requirements were met with less emphasis placed upon updates.

The review of long~term goals varied according to state and local policies.
In all sites, IEPs are reviewed annually, but one state requires only that each
student's program be reviewed at least every three years. -Districts comply
by reassessing one-third of the students each spring. Reviews and assessments
occur more frequently for emotionally disturbed stydents who are placed In
alternative education programs; staff judgment Is a large part of the assess-
ment and student conditions often change quickly. In the other two states;
districts conduct assessments every year. '

The Initial -assessment for a child entering special education is often
more rigorous than a reassessment of a child whe Is already in special education.
In ;h& initial assessment, a wider variety of tests are usually administered as
the evaluation team attempts to identify all of the child's needs. Reassessments
genera’'y focus cn those areas where remediation was sought and usually use
. tests that are not standarized. In one state, initial assessments are conducted
by assessment teams with a minimum of four members; because of the large work-
_loads, students are reexamined on a scheduled basis with two-member teams.

18. Continuatlion of Special Education Placement

One of three decisions results from the review of a child's progress. The
most common is to continue the child's existing special education program, which
may Inc[ude movement to the next grade level In the child's regular classroom.
General goals are usually developed by the special education teacher and may be
modified based on student progress. The short-term objectives for the next year
~may.also be v¢~veloped by a child's teacher and brought to the screening/IEP/
placement meeting for review and acceptance of the parents. The same procedures
are used as when the child was initially placed, but the special education

teacher has now observed the child for at least part of a year.

19. Revision of Special Education Placement

This decision alternative was exercised more during the 1978~79 school
year as more service options became available. Placement revisions moved

students from self-contained ~lassrooms to resource rooms; from homebound
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placements to newly-opened programs; from elementary or intermediate schools to
the next level; and generally from more restrictive environments to less
restrictive environments. The decision is made In much the same way as during
an initial referral. Educational assessments are accumulated while the child
is placed and additional psychological tests may be requested depending on

the nature of the handicapping condition. '

20. Termination of Speclal Eduéatlon Services; 21, Appeal Process

. As a student's problem s remedlated (as evidenced by the review of his/her
progress), tef&lnatlon of special education services may be recommended. As with
" the situation in which a child Is not recommended for special education services
(Step 11), the appeal process Is rarely used. ”Te;mlnatlon" for a child may
also occur through graduation. In two of the states, a child may recelve a
“certificate of attendance'; in the thlrdastate, no such cgtgiflcate exists at

present.
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